Here, framed between introductory and concluding remarks, each of 39 short sections treats a single monument or group for which Andreae feels the evidence is sufficient to establish a chronological and geographical context. This is essential since the overriding theme of the book, as its title indicates, is that Hellenistic art must be understood in terms of interplay among the roles of patron, artist, and viewer-true enough as such is true for all works of art. Thus he needs to focus on works for which these three entities can be identified-or at least imagined. A second theme of the book is development; at several points in his introductory comments Andreae raises the question of whether a stylistic sequence for Hellenistic art is possible to establish. He hints that such a task will be made possible by his lining up of datable monuments; the concluding sections leave no doubt-29 of the fixed points are reillustrated with dates in the margins of a text, which marches the reader through an evolution of Hellenistic sculptural style. Although, to be fair, Andreae's model is more flexible than most, it still assumes that detected differences between works indicate generally valid developmental phenomena.
Two points are, I think, paramount. One cannot blame Andreae for the enormous variability of the monumentscopies, originals, and adaptations with and without external evidence for their date, origin, and location for display. However, the "house of cards" manner of reasoning, outlined above, characterizes much of the presentation. The basic underpinnings for the major arguments do not fill the reader's mind with confidence. The second point is more troubling still. Even if one could suspend disbelief (after all, we do not want to despair of knowing anything) and establish a list of dated monuments, does that necessarily represent a development? Or is development something we impose on the monuments? The key is implicit in Andreae's title. To him, the distinction between Classical and Hellenistic art lies essentially in the phenomenon of realism. Classical art rejects realism in the interest of beauty; Hellenistic art embraces realism and expresses the beauty inherent in it (the "Schonheit des Realismus"). In fact, what increasingly characterizes art as we move from the Classical to the Hellenistic (and the evolution is gradual) is an increasing play between beauty (or various forms of idealization) and realism (or various forms of characterization and exaggeration). These modes of representation depend on one another for their ability to signify; yet they necessarily coexist, so models of exclusionary, sequential stylistic development become highly inappropriate.
With these caveats in hand Andreae's book is actually quite useful. Well-produced and exceptionally fully illustrated with many crisp black-and-white images, it embodies Andreae's thorough and current scholarship both through his valuable insights on individual monuments and through the carefully selected references. Scholarship on Hellenistic art is more than anything a discourse among sharply contrast- In recent years several international conferences have taken place at the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, and they have all been highly rewarding-not least because they frequently present new material and are speedily published. The book under review is the result of one such meeting and almost the sequel to a previous encounter. As the editors state in their "Foreword" the conference on sculpture from Arkadia and Lakonia had shown "that sculpture is still a major concern in a changing world," and that an analysis of regional characteristics might prove fruitful for different times and places-hence the selection of the theme. I heartily concur with the editors' view that "Greek sculpture still lies at the core of the study of Classical archaeology," and I believe their point is fully demonstrated by this elegant and important book which has much to offer to all students of the Greek past. Whether the papers here presented succeed in demonstrating the existence of local Hellenistic schools is a different matter.
Of the A basic consensus seems to emerge from these papers: various stylistic trends could occur simultaneously; affinities existed from area to area; sculptors travelled widely and worked in different places; the demands of the Roman market led to a diversified production conditioned by purpose rather than by masters. In this respect the rare attempts to detect the influence of the "big names" on later works appear somewhat old-fashioned, especially the al- With the same complex methodological approach and scientific precision, Kader then enlarges her study to monumental arches (Bogentore) and extramural gate monuments (Stadttormonumente) of the region, such as the Temenos gate at Petra and the Nabatean gate at Bosra, as well as arched monuments at Damascus, Gadara, Tiberias, and Tyros. New reconstructions and a rich comparative study demonstrate not only the author's stunning knowledge of the monuments and scholarship but also her skill at leading discussions on the highest international level. In good German tradition many of the book's detailed arguments are placed in the footnotes, which does not make for an easy read. Kader leads us, nonetheless, to the convincing conclusion that most of the arched monuments in the region must be understood within the urbanism of early Imperial times. Thus the author draws a new, complex, and definitive picture of architectural, urbanistic, social, and cultural development in Syria in the late Hellenistic and early Roman periods. Caroline Arnould's study, which also began as a doctoral thesis (for the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes), concerns two monumental arches atJerusalem: the Ecce Homo arch and the arch underneath the Damascus Gate. The dating, as well as the function, of both arches have been controversial up till now. The author collects and analyses all available data for both monuments: the history of their discovery and research, written sources, archaeological remains, and topographic surroundings. Working within a comparative framework, Arnould considers the archaeological remains and surrounding topography in detailed relation to selected examples of other arches and gateways of the Near East, as well as of other regions of the Roman empire. The results seem to be convincing: the Ecce Homo arch should be dated to the second half of the second century A.D., and the Damascus Gate arch to the Hadrianic period. While the former is explained as a monumental gate to the area occupied by the Roman legion, the latter will have been related to the foundation of Aelia Capitolina, defining its northern limit. Finally, the two arches are considered not only as isolated monuments, but within the larger framework of the urban development ofJerusalem.
